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Personnel selection procedures often include integrity tests to aid in the attempt to
hire the best possible candidates for a given job. Meta-analyses of integrity test validity
coefficients have found evidence of incremental validity in the prediction of many
performance criteria, but questions remain regarding the nature of the construct they
actually measure.
The classical interpretation of higher integrity scores being linked with higher job
performance is that honest people are more productive. This study surveys another
possibility: those that score highly on these measures may possess higher degrees of a
problem solving ability related to intelligence that allows them to beat the test. The
purpose of the following study was to determine whether a connection exists between the
degree of success at faking a commercially available overt integrity test and the
intelligence of the test taker.
We administered an overt integrity test twice to a sample of college students with
instructions to answer honestly on one administration and fake good on the other.
Participants also completed measures of general and practical intelligence. Correlations
between the difference of the honest and faked administrations of the integrity test and
the measures of general and practical intelligence were computed in order to investigate
the relationship between faking success and intelligence.

v

Overall, a weak positive relationship between general intelligence and faking
success was found, r = .17. An investigation of more specific integrity test characteristics
revealed more about the nature of the overall relationship. Several limitations concerning
the measure of faking success employed by this study are addressed.

VI

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Brief History of Integrity Testing
Integrity tests, or honesty tests as they are often called, were developed from (a)
polygraph examiners who found that many of their questions did not require the
measurement of a participant's physiological reactions in order to elicit confessions and
(b) psychology and the field of personality testing (Miner & Capps, 1996). Integrity tests
were originally developed to deal with problems of employee theft, and still serve this
capacity today. However, an argument can be made that the term honesty test has
become, at least in part, a misnomer because the content of the tests has expanded to
other areas such as drug use, misrepresentation, preventable accidents, sex offenses,
alcohol use on the job, and propensity toward violence. As a result, integrity tests are
sometimes called measures of counterproductive behavior or untrustworthiness (Miner &
Capps, 1996). Although integrity tests technically cover a broader range of constructs
than honesty tests (i.e., an honesty test is a form of integrity test), the terms are often used
interchangeably.
There are two particular types of tests on the market that are characterized by their
different approaches: overt measures and covert measures. Overt measures (sometimes
referred to as clear purpose measures) leave no doubt regarding the construct the test is
trying to assess. These instruments likely contain self-report items that deal with honesty
attitudes such as "When is it acceptable to lie in order to cover a mistake?" or items that
deal with confessions such as "Have you ever taken something that didn't belong to
you?"
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Covert integrity tests (sometimes referred to as veiled measures) do not
necessarily alert the test taker to what is being measured. They attempt to measure
characteristics related to counterproductive behavior such as conscientiousness, trouble
with authority, thrill seeking, nonconformity, and dependability. Examples might be selfreport items such as "What's more fun, sky-diving or watching a movie?" and "Would
you rather be offered a guaranteed $100 or a 25% chance of winning $500?"
Validity of Integrity Tests
Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993) published a meta-analysis of integrity
tests based on more than 650 criterion related validity coefficients and a total sample size
of more than 500,000 participants. Their results indicated that integrity tests predict
supervisory ratings of job performance with an uncorrected validity of .25 and a corrected
validity of .41. Ones et al. also concluded that integrity test validities are generalizable
across a wide spectrum of tests, jobs, organizations, and settings. These results indicated
that integrity tests have higher predictive validity than some of the more popular
personnel selection tools, including assessment center ratings, biodata, and unstructured
interviews. The only predictors with higher criterion-oriented validities than integrity
tests are job knowledge tests, structured interviews, and work sample tests (Huffcut &
Arthur, 1994).
Measurement of Response Distortion
Many studies have compared faked (in a desirable direction) with honest response
conditions and found substantial differences in scores. A meta-analysis by Ones,
Viswesvaran, and Reiss (1996) found that faking could increase scores by nearly one-half
of a standard deviation. However, many studies show evidence that response distortion
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does not significantly change the correlations between personality-based test scores and
criterion measures (Barrick & Mount, 1996; Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy,
1990; McCrae & Costa, 1983).
Rosse, Stechler, Miller, and Levin (1998) made a compelling argument
concerning previous conclusions that response distortion is a non-issue for personality
testing. Rosse et al. state that over the past thirty years, studies have provided an
abundance of support for a two-factor structure of socially desirable responding: (a) a
self-deceptive positivity factor, a form of unconscious ego enhancement; and (b) response
distortion, the deliberate tailoring of responses to create a positive impression (Paulhus,
1991; Paulhus, 1984; Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987). The Ones et al. (1996) meta-analysis used
measures that did not distinguish between the two social desirability factors (Rosse et
al.,1998). Thus, the design of their study makes it difficult to draw conclusions about how
response distortion independently affects predictive validity. Rosse et al. stated,
"Unfortunately, most studies assessing the effects of response distortion have used
measures that load considerably on both dimensions of socially desirable responding" (p.
636). As an example, the following instruments have been used to measure response
distortion: the Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960), the
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (Dahlstrom, Welsh, & Dahlstrom, 1972),
and the Lie scale of the California Psychological Inventory (Gough, 1975). All of these
instruments load solidly on both dimensions of socially desirable responding (Rosse et
al., 1998). The role response distortion plays in the independent predictive validity of
personality-based testing remains unclear when using scales such as these.
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Historical Assumptions About Fakers of Integrity Tests
Fakers are typically viewed as possessing traits that make them undesirable by
virtue of the fact they are not presenting themselves honestly. However, this ostensibly
logical position may not be correct. All job applicants may intentionally respond in a
socially desirable manner to integrity tests and therefore all may be faking good to some
degree (Cunningham, Wong, & Barbee, 1994). Ones et al. (1996) have reasoned that
even though response distortion may occur, it probably has always been an inextricable
part of personality test response patterns. Research suggests that nearly everyone engages
in impression management, with differential success, when responding to questions about
themselves (Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996; Hough & Schnieder, 1996).
Hogan et al. (1996) additionally stated that the occurrence of misrepresentation
might not be as good an indicator of undesirability as was traditionally thought. In fact, it
may indicate a functional awareness of social norms, a very important job-related skill
that could even be related to higher levels of performance (Rosse et al., 1998).
Relationship Between Intelligence and Job Performance
Personnel selection research is replete with evidence that general intelligence (g)
is a relatively strong predictor of performance in training and on the job, particularly for
cognitively demanding jobs (Gutenberg, Arvey, Osburn, & Jeanneret, 1983). Other wellknown correlates of g include scholastic performance, occupational status, earned
income, and socially significant creativity in the arts and sciences (Herrnstein & Murray,
1994). Most measures of general intelligence, however, have adverse impact associated
with their use. Any selection practice that produces adverse impact is likely to draw
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attention in the legal arena. Even if an organization successfully produces evidence that
the test is job-relevant, the cost of defending the charge reduces the utility of the test.
Less is known about the adverse impact associated with practical intelligence
assessments. Some evidence has been offered (Sternberg, Wagner, Williams, & Horvath,
1995) that indicates use of practical intelligence tests is likely to produce less adverse
impact than cognitive ability tests. According to Sternberg et al., practical intelligence is
characterized by the acquisition and use of tacit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is the
attainment of practical know-how through experience (Wagner, 1987).
Studies have shown that correlations between tacit knowledge and criteria such as
salary, years of management experience, and whether the manager worked for a company
at the top of the Fortune 500 list to range from .2 to .4 (Wagner & Sternberg, 1985;
Wagner, 1987). In a study of bank managers, Wagner and Sternberg found stronger
correlations using criterion measures with greater degrees of job specificity. For example,
the correlation between tacit knowledge and average percentage of merit-based salary
increase was found to be r = .48,p < .05. Additionally, the correlation between tacit
knowledge and ratings of success at generating new business was found to be r = .56, p <
.05.
Some researchers have addressed the issue of whether or not tacit knowledge is
simply another measure of g (Jensen, 1993; Schmidt & Hunter, 1993; Ree & Earles,
1993). Sternberg (1997) reported that results from several studies indicate that they are
fairly independent from one another, producing mostly nonsignificant correlations
between IQ and tacit knowledge that range from -.16 to .06.
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Relationship Between Faking, Intelligence, and Personality
Only a few published studies have examined the relationship between response
distortion, personality, and intelligence. Alliger, Lilienfield, and Mitchell (1996) found
that both covert and overt integrity test scores correlated positively with intelligence
when respondents were asked to fake, but do not correlate when respondents were asked
to respond honestly.
Snell (1995) found that respondents were able to positively distort responses on
the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, a personality instrument commonly used for
organizational selection, with only a cursory briefing on the personality type to be faked.
Snell suggested that intelligence may have been related to the participants' success at
faking their responses, but no data were made available to support this suggestion. The
Ones et al. (1996) meta-analysis of social desirability in personality testing reported an
estimated population correlation between measures of g and social desirability to be r = .04,/? > .05 (N = 18612, K = 57), indicating that the relationship between response
distortion and cognitive ability is close to nonexistent. Again, the logic Rosse et al.
(1998) offered concerning the failure of Ones et al. to distinguish between the social
desirability construct and its individual components introduced a possible confound in the
interpretation of the results of their meta-analysis.
Alternative Perspective of Fakers
Questions remain regarding whether integrity tests are measuring a trait that is
representative of a socially desirable individual or if they simply measure a person's skill
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at presenting themselves as being socially desirable. It may be possible that integrity test
performance serves as a proxy for some form of intelligence.
Those who can favorably distort their answers, rather than being undesirable job
candidates, may possess higher degrees of a problem solving ability related to general or
practical intelligence that allows them to score higher on integrity tests. If it can be shown
that more intelligent respondents are scoring higher on integrity tests through faking than
their less intelligent counterparts, perhaps the ability to fake may not be a categorically
undesirable worker characteristic. The ability to distort one's responses in a goal-oriented
direction may represent the ability to adapt to the demands of a situation.
Current Study
As mentioned previously, most research dedicated to the study of response
distortion has used measures that load significantly on both factors of socially desirable
responding (Rosse et al., 1998), making any inference gleaned from the results
potentially confounded. One way to separate the two factors is to use difference scores.
Using difference scores to measure faking success allows a pure (i.e., not including the
other factor of socially desirable responding, unconscious self-enhancement) measure of
response distortion to be teased out of the dual-factor social desirability construct. Logic
would dictate, barring any drastic change in a person's self-image from administration of
the pretest to the posttest, that any self-deception should remain constant (and therefore
controlled) between administrations of the integrity test.
The purpose of this study was twofold: (a) to collect a measure of response
distortion that reflects only the impression management component of socially desirable
responding, and (b) to investigate the relationship between successful faking and the
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ability that guides it, hypothesized to be intelligence. The following hypotheses are
offered.
Hypothesis 1: Overall faking success will be positively related to the intelligence
(both general and practical) of the test taker.
Hypothesis 2: The relationship between faking success and intelligence (both
general and practical) will be moderated by the transparency of the test item; that is, the
relationship will be stronger for the less obvious questions (the hypothetical questions)
than for the clear purpose questions (the past-behavior questions).
The success of faking was measured by giving the same integrity test twice, once
under instructions to answer honestly and a second time under instructions to fake. The
difference between integrity test scores served as an index of the success of the faking
endeavor, with higher scores indicating greater success. Correlations between faking
success and each of two measures of intelligence were used to determine the extent to
which faking success is related to intelligence.

CHAPTER II
Method
Participants
This study, originally titled "Mediators of Various Response Strategies on a Test
of Normal Personality Functioning," was approved by the Human Subjects Review Board
of Western Kentucky University on May 15, 2000 (see Appendix A).
A total of 110 undergraduate and graduate students participated in the study. Two
participants were omitted from the study because they indicated they misunderstood the
directions after the session was completed. Four participants were omitted because they
failed to complete each of the measures included in the study. Of the 104 remaining
participants, 92 percent were Caucasian, 8 percent were African-American, and 67
percent were female. The average age of the study participants was 22. All participants
received extra credit in a psychology course.
Testing Materials
Abbreviated Reid Report. The Abbreviated Reid Report (ARR; Reid
Psychological Systems, 1992) is an overt integrity test, consisting of 51 items drawn from
the Integrity, Antisocial History, Drug Use, and Work History sections of the full-length
Reid Report (Brooks & Arnold, 1989). Brooks and Arnold stated that the Reid Report is
an instrument that overtly "measures attitudes toward honesty and integrity, and is
designed primarily to predict dishonest acts on the job" (p. 1). Item response formats are
dichotomous yes/no and multiple choice with 5 to 9 response categories. Twenty-three of
the questions ask the respondent to respond to hypothetical scenarios. Twenty-two of the
questions ask for admissions of undesirable past behaviors. The remaining six questions
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relate to miscellaneous topics. Three of these miscellaneous ARR items (items 32, 50,
and 51) were omitted from all analyses.
Items 50 and 51 were not used simply because they queried the respondent's
motor vehicle licensing status. Intuitively, it seems that these items are inconsequential to
the results of the test unless they were somehow incorporated into a background check. A
background check was considered to be beyond the scope and resources of this study.
Item 32 was omitted from the test because it called for an open-ended response.
Furthermore, at least one other published study has not included these items in their
scoring scheme (Hogan & Brinkmeyer, 1997).
The other three miscellaneous items (Items 24, 42, and 43) were scored and
included as part of the total score, but could not be classified as being part of the
hypothetical or past-behavior item pool. Thus, each respondent received subtest scores
for the hypothetical items (ARR-H), the past-behavior items (ARR-B), and a total score
across the 48 scored items (ARR-T).
In the Reid Report manual, Brooks and Arnold (1989) reported a Cronbach Alpha
of .92 and a test-retest reliability of .69. The manual also contains several studies of
predictive, concurrent, and construct validity with coefficients ranging from r = . 19, p <
.01 t o r = .84,/? <.01.
Because of the extremely overt nature of ARR items, some previous researchers
have elected not to use Reid Psychological Systems scoring services at all. citing that
"item content is straightforward and scoring assignments were easily determined" (Hogan
& Brinkmeyer, 1997, p. 589). Following the lead of Hogan and Brinkmeyer, we
rationally determined the scoring key for the ARR.
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Raven Advanced Progressive Matrices. The Raven Advanced Progressive
Matrices (Raven, Court, & Raven, 1993) consists of 36 items designed to assess nonverbal abstract reasoning by having persons select which one of eight pattern pieces
completes an overall pattern matrix. This test measures the ability to reason by analogy
(Mills & Ablard, 1993) and was chosen because of its lack of reliance on formal
academic training. The APM is widely regarded as an excellent measure of g; it
correlated strongly with both the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (r = .74) and the Otis
I.Q. (r = .75) (McLauren, Jenkins, Fararr, & Rumore, 1973). An example of what a
Raven item looks like is displayed in Appendix D. The 12-item short form of the Raven
(APM-Short), developed by Winfred and Day (1994), was used as the measure of g in an
effort to economize time. This short form has correlated strongly with the full-length
version of the test, r = .90 (Winfred & Day, 1994).
Tacit Knowledge Inventory for Managers. The Tacit Knowledge Inventory for
Managers (TKIM, Wagner & Sternberg, 1991) served as the measure of practical
intelligence in the context of a business setting. The TKIM was designed to estimate
comparative levels of tacit knowledge between experts and novices in a variety of workbased situations. Performance is appraised by comparing an individual's responses to the
responses of an expert group. The expert group used in this study consisted of mid-level
managers working in the auto manufacturing industry. An example of what a TKIM item
looks like is displayed in Appendix E.
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Procedure
Participants were scheduled in group sizes ranging from 8 to 25 people. Although
the total amount of time required by each participant to complete the measures varied,
participants took an average of approximately 70 minutes to complete all measures.
At the beginning of the session, all participants were read the following
instructions:
Thank you for agreeing to participate in our research study. The
research in which you are participating in today is studying differences in
response strategies. In particular, we are looking at how various situations
affect the manner in which a person responds to questions about
himself/herself and how different mental strategies are related to those
responses. In addition to the study materials, you are being given a short
survey asking for demographic information such as your age, sex, race,
and amount of experience in an office work setting. You are also being
given a consent form that explains you: may withdraw from the study at
any time, will not be identified by name at any time in this study, will only
be identified by an arbitrary identification number, and will be unable to
be traced back to your individual responses. Please complete the
demographic survey and consent form.
Each of the instruments employed in the study was administered in the same order
to all participants (Faked, Honest, TKIM, APM-Short). Although the instruments were
not counterbalanced, effects on Reid data should not be methodologically detrimental
(i.e., faked answers shouldn't influence honest answers).
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Participants were given instructions and told to look up when they had completed
each instrument. When all participants had completed the instrument, that instrument
would be picked-up from everyone, and the next instrument would then be distributed to
the session group.
In the response-distortion condition (ARR-Faking), participants were instructed to
respond to the ARR as follows:
Packet A is a test of normal personality functioning. This packet
consists of some questions that ask for biographical information, and some
questions that ask you about your opinions regarding various hypothetical
situations. When responding to the questions in Packet A, you will be
asked to assume the role of a job applicant. Imagine you are applying for a
job that you greatly desire. As part of the application process, you will be
completing the following test, a measure of personality functioning. Please
respond so as to maximize your chances of being hired. Therefore, do not
necessarily answer truthfully, but answer so that you will be hired. In
short, fake this test so that you will get the job. This instrument does have
several features designed to detect faking. Do your best to avoid detection,
while also doing your best to get the job. Please mark your response only
on the separate answer sheet provided. Do not write in the packets
themselves. When you're done, please look up so I'll know you have
completed Packet A.
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For the honest condition (ARR-Honest), respondents were simply asked to answer
each ARR item as honestly as possible. Specifically, participants were instructed as
follows:
When responding to the questions in Packet B, you will be asked
to answer the items in a manner that represents you as realistically as
possible. That is, you should answer the items in a manner that truthfully
reflects your history and your opinions; you should answer as honestly as
possible. Please mark your response only on the separate answer sheet
provided. Do not write in the packets themselves. When you're done,
please look up so I will know you have completed Packet B.
The APM-Short and TKIM were both administered following the standard
instructions accompanied in the test manuals.
Analysis
Because the dependent variable for all analyses consisted of a difference between
honest test scores and faked test scores, the concept of difference scores deserves further
attention. Obtaining a difference score basically consists of four steps: (a) administering a
pre-test, (b) implementing a change in condition, (c) administering a posttest, and (d)
subtracting the pretest score from the posttest score. The principle behind the
methodology is that the resulting difference score will represent the behavioral
manifestation of the change in condition. In the case of this study, that change represents
the participant's ability to successfully fake.
Due to potential for unreliability, the use of difference scores has long been
discouraged when used to measure change. The following equation illustrates the factors
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that determine the reliability of a difference score (Murphy & Davidshofer, 1998), roo =
((?xx + fyy) / 2) - r xy ) / (1 - r xy ). Defined, t"dd is the reliability of the difference score, rxx is
the reliability of X, ryy is the reliability of Y, and rxy is the correlation between X and Y.
Thus, all other factors being equal, higher correlations between pretest and posttest scores
will be associated with lower reliability of difference scores. Murphy and Davidshofer
explained this ostensible paradox by stating that bothXand Fare both basically made up
of true score and error. That is, X=Tx

+ ex and Y= Ty + ey. The difference between X and

Y reflects both differences in true scores and differences due to measurement error. If X
and Fare highly correlated, the true score o f X m u s t overlap greatly with the true score of
Y. As a result, there is hardly any difference in the true scores on these variables. Most of
the difference between scores on X and Ytherefore will be due almost entirely to
measurement error.
The potential unreliability of difference scores need not be a categorical
indictment of their use for measuring change. This study is attempting to isolate one
aspect of measurement error in an integrity test. A personality test's faking-proneness
comprises a significant portion of measurement error. Some of this faking related
measurement error will be consistent (i.e., replicable over time), and some will be truly
random error (i.e., some aspects of the faking behavior will be very unstable over time).
Thus, in a study such as this, utilizing difference scores is appropriate.

CHAPTER III
Results
Means and standard deviations for all variables are displayed in Table 1. Evidence
suggesting that the participants understood and complied with the faking manipulation
can be found by an examination of the difference between overall honest scores and
overall faked scores. Participants in this study improved their scores by 1.3 standard
deviations, a substantial and significant difference, /(103) = 12.9,p < .05. Thus,
participants had no trouble improving their ARR-T scores when asked to do so. The
correlation between honest and faked ARR-T scores was strong, r( 102) = .54,p < .05,
indicating that although many participants improved their scores by faking, the rank order
of scores was remarkably consistent. Finally, it should be noted that there was a positive
relationship between general intelligence (operationalized as APM-Short scores) and
practical intelligence (operationalized as TKIM scores), r(102) = -.27, p < .05 (lower
TKIM scores indicate greater amounts of practical intelligence).
Consistent with Hypothesis 1, there was a relationship, albeit weak, between
overall faking success and general intelligence, r(102) = .17,/? < .05, 1 -tailed. Analysis of
the relationship between overall faking success and practical intelligence revealed no
relationship, r{ 102) = -.09,/? > .05.
Hypothesis 2 involved an investigation of the relationship by question type
(hypothetical versus past-behavior). We found no relationship between success at faking
the behavioral items and general intelligence, r(102) = .02,/? > .05. There was a stronger
relationship between success at faking the hypothetical questions and general
intelligence, r(102) = .22,/? < .05.
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Effect Sizes for All Variables (n = 104)
Instrument

M

SD

d

ARR-T (48 items)
Faked

35.33

6.21

Honest

27.57

6.63

Faking Success

7.76

6.15

Faked

14.16

4.38

Honest

8.99

4.23

Faking Success

5.17

4.49

Faking

18.61

2.52

Honest

16.24

3.26

Faking Success

2.37

2.59

APM-Short (12 items)

7.79

2.14

64.45

14.31

1.26

ARR-H (23 items)

1.15

ARR-B (22 items)

TKIM (50 items)

0.92

Note, d = Faking Success effect size (mean Faking Success score divided by standard
deviation of Faking Success scores). ARR-T = Abbreviated Reid Report for all 48 items;
ARR-H = ARR hypothetical items; ARR-B = ARR behavioral items; APM-Short = short
form of Raven Advanced Progressive Matrices; TKIM = Tacit Knowledge Inventory for
Managers.
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Additionally, this correlation was significantly greater than the correlation between
success at faking the behavioral items and general intelligence, ^(101) = 2.06,p < .05.
We also found no relationship between success at faking the hypothetical
questions and practical intelligence, r{ 102) = -.08,/? > .05, or between success at faking
the behavioral items and practical intelligence, r(102) = -.08, p > .05.

CHAPTER IV
Discussion
We did not find support for the hypothesis of a relationship between faking
success and practical intelligence. Our analyses did, however, support the hypothesis of a
relationship between general intelligence and faking success. At the overall level, there is
a weak, but significant, relationship between general intelligence and faking success.
Furthermore, this relationship was stronger for the hypothetical items than for the
behavioral items.
A significant correlation between overall faking success and general intelligence
does not necessarily mean that those who had higher faking success scores were the same
people who were making higher scores on the ARR-Overall when asked to fake. Due to
the subtractive nature of the difference score, persons who score highly on the ARR when
asked to represent themselves honestly (i.e., someone who truly exhibits qualities found
to be socially desirable) would have less opportunity to improve their score by faking
than would someone who scored lower on the ARR when answering honestly. For
example, persons who scored 45 out of 49 on the ARR during the honest condition would
have only four chances (items) to improve their score, whereby persons who scored 41
out of 49 on the ARR-Honest would have twice as many chances to improve their score.
However, a correlation between the overall ARR-Faking and the overall ARR-Honest,
r( 102) = .54, p < .01, indicated that although most participants improved their scores by
faking, the rank order of scores was relatively consistent. Although this correlation
identified that those who scored highly when faking were also likely to be
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those who were generating higher faking success scores, it is suggested that future studies
employing similar methods should attempt to establish one or more participant pools
whose honest scores tended to be homogeneous. This procedure would effectively create
baselines by which varying levels of actual social desirability could be controlled. Future
researchers could then correlate faking success at various levels of actual social
desirability with measures of intelligence, thereby limiting the psychometric advantage
that less socially desirable people have when utilizing difference scores to detect faking
success.
This study induced faking by inducing in the respondents a mindset in which
faking is a desirable option. Unlike other studies investigating faking of personality or
integrity tests (Graham, Watts, & Timbrook, 1991; LoBello & Sims, 1993), we did not
encourage test takers to fake as much as possible. Rather, we presented the test taker with
the competing goals of presenting a positive self-image in order to obtain the job and
avoiding being detected as faking. Thus, the extent to which faking occurred in this study
should not be magnified or minimized as compared with what might occur in actual
applications of the ARR.
The degree of successful faking that occurred in this study was a function of two
components, volition and ability. For the volitional component, we have attempted to
replicate the mindset of the job applicant as much as possible. This study then attempted
to identify the nature of the ability component. Given variability in the extent to which
participants attempted to fake, the conceptual relationship between the constructs of
general intelligence and faking success may actually be stronger than what was observed
in this study (i.e., the extent to which the respondent attempted to fake acts as a
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suppressor variable). Our focus was on the relationship between the two as it would be
seen in practice.
Limitations
This study is weakened by a few limitations. Use of the short form of the Raven
APM introduces error variance as compared with the full-length version. The effects of
guessing, mismarked answers, and other random influences are magnified on a 12-item
test versus a 36-item version. However, given the strong correlation between the short
and long forms of the Raven, the effect of errors introduced from use of the short form
appear to be minimal.
General intelligence, as measured by the APM-Short, is limited to nonverbal,
abstract reasoning. Practical intelligence as operationalized by the TKIM is limited to
tacit knowledge in the context of a work-based setting. There are many other ways to
measure intelligence, such as memory, reading comprehension, perceptual speed, number
facility, judgement, and word fluency. Although different measures of intelligence
correlate strongly (Herrnstein & Murray, 1994), the type of intelligence measure could
affect correlations involving intelligence.
Because the scoring protocol for the Reid Report is a closely guarded proprietary
secret, a scoring key for the test had to be formulated by the researchers. Any discrepancy
between our scoring scheme and the actual Reid Report scoring scheme would limit the
validity of these findings.
The scoring key for the TKIM was formulated using an expert managerial sample,
whereas the sample of participants used in this study consisted of psychology
undergraduate and graduate students. We gathered information regarding each
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candidate's experience in a business setting in an effort to isolate a relevant subgroup for
comparison to the expert group. Tacit knowledge is typically acquired as a function of
exposure. Half of our respondent pool had 6 months or less experience working in a
business setting. Even when omitting those respondents reporting no work-experience in
a business setting, no relationship between practical intelligence and faking success was
found, r(60) = -.06, p > .05. It is suggested that future research utilizing the TKIM draw
its respondent pool from a population of full-time employees. Undergraduate/graduate
students typically have only a small amount of work experience from which to generate a
tacit knowledge base.
Final Points
This study offers evidence of a positive relationship between general intelligence
and success at faking an integrity test. The analyses presented here suggest the
relationship is limited to participant responses concerning hypothetical scenarios, and not
responses regarding past behaviors. The underlying principle for these results appears to
be one of complexity. The behavioral items ask for a simple reporting of behavior,
whereas the hypothetical scenarios offer more complex choices for which the social
desirability of each option is often nearly equal. Thus, the intelligence of the test taker
would be unrelated to the former and is relevant to the latter.
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Consent Form

INFORMED CONSENT INFORMATION FORM

I consent to serve as a participant in the research investigation entitled Mediators of Various
Response Strategies on a Test of Normal Personality Functioning. The nature and general
purpose of the study have been explained to me by
from the
Western Kentucky University Department of Psychology.
I understand the purpose of this research is to examine the nature of response distortion as an
ability and that the research procedures involve the administration of four paper and pencil
instruments that will take approximately 70 minutes to complete.
The potential benefits to participants in this project are that participants may receive extra-credit,
depending on agreement with individual class instructors. Also, contact numbers are provided so
that interested participants may learn more about this area of research and the techniques used in
this design by contacting Chris Cothern (745-6315) and/or Reagan Brown (745-6939).
I understand that all information is confidential and my identity will not be revealed; scores will
only be made available to participants by means of group averages; participants will be
untraceable to their individual results.
I understand that my participation is voluntary; I am free to withdraw consent and to discontinue
participation in the project at any time.
Any questions I may have about the project will be answered by the researcher named below or
by an authorized representative.
Western Kentucky University and the investigator named below have responsibility for ensuring
that participants in research projects conducted under institutional auspices are safeguarded from
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On the basis of the above statements, I agree to participate in this project.
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Appendix C
Demographics From

ID#:

(1) What is your age?
(2) What is your gender? (circle one)
a. female
b. male
(3) What is your race? (circle one)
a. Black
b. White
c. Hispanic
d. Asian or Pacific Islander
e. American Indian
f. Other
(4) Have you had any experience in an office work setting? (circle one)
a. yes
b. no
(5) If you answered "yes" for (4), what is your total amount of time spent in an office work setting?
(For example, if you spent 2 years working in an office setting for one company, and 6 months
working in an office setting for another company, then your total time spent in an office work
setting would be 2 years and 6 months.)
years

months

(6) If you answered "yes" for (4), which of these descriptions would best describe the last position
you held?
a. paid on an hourly basis
b. salaried

Appendix D
Raven Advanced Progressive Matrices
Example Item
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Appendix E
Tacit Knowledge Inventory for Managers
Example Item

An irate subordinate has threatened to resign if she is required to continue
performing extra duties without receiving additional compensation. She has
been performing these extra duties for the last 6 months with neither a salary
increase, nor the promise of a salary increase/promotion in the future. The
work she does (both in her original and additional capacity) is highly technical
and specialized, and therefore it would be hard to find an adequate
replacement on short notice. Losing her during this time of the year would
nearly cripple operations, but you can't afford to give her a raise right now.
Rate the quality of the following strategies for handling this situation on a 1- to
7-point scale.

extremely
bad

neither good
nor bad

extremely
good

1.

Tell the employee that as soon as this critical point in the season passes, you
will happily discuss options for advancement with her.

2.

Tell the employee that times are tough, and that everyone has to take on
additional responsibilities.

3.

Bring in your guitar the next day and sing her a medley of "Satisfaction" by the
Rolling Stones and "She Works Hard for the Money" by Donna Summer.

4.

Offer to take her to dinner. Sometimes employees just need to be coddled a bit.

5.

Tell her she's lucky to have a job at all in this sour economy. If she thinks she
can do better, she can pack up her things and leave today.

